REMARKS 

Claims 1-30 are pending in the instant application. Claims 1-30 have been rejected by the 
Examiner. The Applicants submit that claims 1-30 are in condition for allowance and request 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the outstanding rejections. No new matter has been entered. 

Claim Rejections Under - 35 USC $ 102 

The Office Action has rejected Claims 1-30 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as allegedly being 
anticipated by Ikeda et al (US. Patent. No. 6,853,959). Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 
It is well settled that to anticipate a claim under 35 U.S.C. § 102, a single source must contain all of 
the elements of the claim. Lewmar Marine Inc. v. Barient, Inc., 827 F.2d 744, 747, 3 U.S.P.Q.2d 
1766, 1768 (Fed. Cir. 1987), cert denied, 484 U.S. 1007 (1988). Moreover, the single source must 
disclose all of the claimed elements "arranged as in the claim." Structural Rubber Prods. Co. v. 
Park Rubber Co., 749 F.2d 707, 716, 223 U.S.P.Q. 1264, 1271 (Fed. Cir. 1984). In addition, 
missing elements may not be supplied by the knowledge of one skilled in the art or the disclosure of 
another reference. Titanium Metals Corp. v. Banner, 778 F.2d 775, 780, 227 U.S.P.Q. 773, 777 
(Fed. Cir. 1985). 

With respect to Applicants 5 first component for automatically checking whether a first 
reported issue brought to its attention is a recognized issue for which an automatic resolution appears 
to be available, the Office Action has cited Col. 1, Lines 49-52, and Figure 5(A) Ref. 70. Applicants 
respectfully disagree with this analysis because the cited section discloses a passive database that 
simply store "past plant data associated with errors having occurred to said plant and actions taken to 
cope with said errors." In contrast, Applicants 5 Claim 1 recites a first component for automatically 
checking whether a first reported issue brought to its attention is a recognized issue for which an 
automatic resolution appears to be available. Ikeda is silent whether or not any automatic response 
is available or taken. Ikeda simply discloses a passive crosscheck and does not anticipate an 
automatic response. 
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With respect to Applicants' Claim 1 that recites a second component for commanding the 
talcing of automated corrective action by a portion of the automated manufacturing facility in 
response to a reported issue recognized by the first component, the Examiner cites column 1 , Lines 
52-57, and Col. 6, Lines 58-67 as allegedly teaching this feature. Applicants once again respectfully 
disagree with this analysis because the cited sections disclose a system that manually passes along an 
occurrence of an error. Ikeda discloses, specifically in cited Col. 6, Lines 58-67, that an occurrence 
of an error is passed along to the technical staff, then to the designing department, which then does 
an analysis and then takes an action. In contrast, Applicants' claimed invention discloses "a second 
component/br commanding the taking of automated corrective action by a portion of the automated 
manufacturing facility in response to a reported issue recognized by the first component", hi contrast 
to Ikeda, there is no deliberation among departments in handling the occurrence of an error: 
Applicants' second component automatically takes corrective action. 

With respect to Applicants' third component, in Claims 2, 12, and 22, for determining 
whether the automated corrective action appears to have resolved the recognized issue, the Office 
Action has cited Fig. 5(A), Ref. S 18-20, and states that the corrective action appears to have 
resolved the issue if a report has been sent to the user. Applicants respectfully take the position that 
this portion of the rej ection is highly improper because, as stated above, a single source must contain 
all of the elements of the claim. Lewmar Marine Inc. v. Barient, Inc., 827 F.2d 744, 747, 3 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1766, 1768 (Fed. Cir. 1987), cert, denied, 484 U.S. 1007 (1988). Ikeda does not contain 
the third component because the simple sending of the report does not indicate that the recognized 
issue has been resolved. Applicants respectfully assert that the Examiner is improperly reading this 
step into the reference because as argued above, the error is only deliberated among several 
departments, and not actually or apparently resolved upon the issuance of a report. Figure 5(A) does 
not provide any further guidance on whether the issue has been resolved. 

With respect to Applicants' first and second subcomponents in claims 3, 13, and 23 for 
respectively determining whether an automated corrective action appears to be able to be taken at 
present, and for advising that an automated corrective action cannot be executed at present, the 
Office Action has cited Fig. 5(A), Ref. S 14, stating that the action appears to be able to be taken 
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when emergency support is provided, and Col. 6, Lines 37-41, stating that corrective action cannot 
be executed if the transmission related to the related data is not complete, respectively. Applicants 
respectfully note that the Office Action has reversed the order in which Applicants' subcomponents 
operate and as such, the referenced sections as cited cannot anticipate the subcomponents. In 
Applicants' claimed invention, the first subcomponent determines whether or not the corrective 
action can be taken at present, and the second subcomponent advises that automated corrective 
action cannot be taken at present. In contrast, in Ikeda, as cited by the Office Action, if data 
transmission has terminated the transmission line is disconnected. Therefore, Ikeda bypasses what 
would be the action taken in the first subcomponent of Applicants' claimed invention, that is, first 
making a determination whether or not corrective action is possible. Ikeda simply disconnects a 
transmission line without making any affirmative determination. 

Regarding the rejection of Claims 4, 5, 14, 1 5 and 24, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
cited section, that is, Col. 6, Lines 37-41, simply does not indicated that any error messages are 
relayed. The cited section simply discusses the inability of related data and not actual messages, to 
be transmitted at all. The cited section and related sections fail to disclose Applicants' claimed 
message advising of the state of automated corrective action. 

Regarding rejected claim 6, the Office Action states that Ikeda allegedly discloses an issue 
resolution system as in claim 1, wherein the ISRM system further includes at least a plurality of 
second components which are each respectively dedicated to attempting to resolve of a different 
recognized issue, and cites Col. 8, Lines 52-58 to support the rejection. Applicants respectfully 
disagree with this analysis. The very first sentence of the cited section, states "For the errors which 
do not require inquiry . . . "[emphasis added] . In contrast, Applicants note that the plurality of second 
components in Claim 6 relate directly back to the second component recited in Claim 1, which, 
among other things, is "for commanding the talcing of automated corrective action,. " Therefore, 
Applicants submit that the cited section of Ikeda discloses a series of apparently non-critical errors, 
while Applicants' claimed invention recite errors that command automated corrective action. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 7 and 17, Applicants respectfully submit that Ikeda 
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discloses neither Applicants' first subcomponent for providing at least first and second automated 
courses of action nor a second subcomponent for commanding the taking of the first course of 
possible automated corrective action, and then the talcing of the second course of possible automated 
corrective action if needed. Ikeda et al merely discloses, in the cited sections of cites Col. 6, Lines 
53-57, Fig. 5(A), Ref. 70, 71, databases that store "past error diagnosis and trouble analysis", and not 
subcomponents for commanding automated corrective action as recited in Applicants' Claims 7 and 
17. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 8,18 and 28, Applicants submit that the rejection of each 
element of the Claims have been addressed above with respect to other rejected claims because each 
of the elements appear in other arranged format above. Applicants note that the Office Action 
rejected Claim 128. Applicants have assumed that the Office Action meant to reject Claim 28 as 
discussed. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 9, 19 and 29, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited 
sections, that is, Col. 8, Lines 52-58, have been distinguished in the arguments above, to which 
Applicants direct Examiner's attention. Furthermore, generally, and with respect to the cited section 
Col. 8, Lines 65 - Col. 9, Line 2, Applicants respectfully submit that once again, no automated 
corrective action is disclosed in Hceda. Rather, Ikeda discloses a system in which errors are reported 
to a technical staff (see Col 8, line 67) that must in turn manually "create the instruction for actions 
to be taken", then "send it by electronic mail or in the form of a letter." Clearly, the automated 
corrective actions as claimed in Claims 9, 19 and 29 are distinguished over the manual creation of 
instructions that are subsequently sent by electronic mail or letter. 

Regarding claims 10 and 20, Applicants submit that Ikeda et al. cannot disclose the claimed 
components because the claimed components log and communicate automated corrective measures. 
As already discussed and argued above, Ikeda et al does not disclose automated corrective measures. 
Therefore, it follows that the Ikeda et al system cannot log and communicate measures that it does 
not disclose. 
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In rejecting Claim 25, the Office Action cited Col 6. lines 53-57 and Fig. 5(A), Ref. 70, 71. 
Applicants have discussed how this section of Ikeda's disclosure is different from Applicants' 
claimed invention. As discussed above, Ikeda et al merely discloses, in the cited sections of cites 
Col. 6, Lines 53-57, Fig. 5(A), Ref. 70, 71, databases that store "past error diagnosis and trouble 
analysis". Ikeda et al consequently is distinguishable from Applicants' substep selecting at least a 
first course of possible automated corrective action, and generating, based at least in part thereon, a 
first set of commands to initiate the first course of automated corrective action. In addition, 
Applicants respectfully point out that the Office Action has not positively rejected the second 
element of the claim, "in the event that the recognized incoming error condition does not appear to 
have been corrected in response to the first set of commands, selecting a second course of possible 
automated corrective action, and thereafter generating, based at least in part thereon, a second set of 
commands to initiate the second course of automated corrective action." Specifically, the Office 
Action has not properly cited any section of Ikeda et al that discloses the aforementioned claim 
element. Applicants' further reiterate that Ikeda et al also does not disclose a system for taking 
automated corrective measures as in Applicants' claimed invention. 

Regarding the rejection of Claim 26, Applicants respectfully submit that none of the cited 
sections, that is, Col. 6, Lines 47-53, Fig. 5(A), Ref. 76, Col. 6, Lines 64-67, Fig. 5(A), Ref. S 18, 
disclose a supervisory program that watches over accessing information associated with that 
recognized incoming error condition to enable the generation of at least a first set of automated 
corrective commands via the supervisory program distinct from the first set of automated corrective 
commands generated in response to the first incoming error condition recognized in step (b), or 
watches over generating at least a first set of commands for initiating automated corrective action to 
be taken by a portion of the automated factory in an effort to resolve automatically the second 
recognized incoming error condition. Applicants emphasize that significant amounts of human 
interaction is required in Ikeda et al, while Applicants' claimed invention is automated. 

Finally, regarding Claim 27, Applicants respectfully point out that the Office Action has 
failed to cite any disclosure that anticipates the claim element (g). As such, Applicants cannot 
appropriately respond. Furthermore, regarding element (h), Applicants respectfully point out that the 
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cited section, Fig. 5(A), Ref. SI 8 and 19 do not disclose the claimed element because there is no 
automated corrective action but merely study, analysis and actions taken by the related department. 
Applicants once again respectfully submit that actions taken by humans in the related department are 
not automated corrective actions. 

For at least the reasons presented above, the Applicants submit that claims 1-30 are in 
condition for allowance. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the outstanding rejections is 
respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is believed that the foregoing remarks fully comply with the Office Action and that the 
claims herein should now be allowable to Applicants. Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance is 
requested. It is submitted that the foregoing remarks should render the case in condition for 
allowance. 

Accordingly, as the cited references neither anticipate nor render obvious that which the 
applicant deems to be the invention, it is respectfully requested that claims 1-30 be passed to issue. 

If there are any additional charges with respect to this Amendment or otherwise, please 
charge them to Deposit Account No. 09-0458. 



Respectfully submitted, 
KARL GARTLAND, ET AL. 
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